Frontiers, on the European continent, have been drastically altered in the past ten years. This is due partly to the collapse of the Berlin Wall, to wars (in the ex-Yugoslavia for example) or also more peacefully to the implementation of treaties signed by the members of the European community. Three successive treaties marked the 1990s as a decade devoted to the redefinition of frontiers and characterized by an international obsession with immigration. While far-right parties have ridden the hobby horse of immigration and xenophobia in the hope of recruiting disillusioned voters, committees and task forces, associations and ministers continue to redefine citizenship, sovereignty, the foreigner, and what it means to migrate. In a simultaneous gesture of opening and closing, Europe currently stresses the concept of "freedom of movement" within its redefined borders, which means increasing controls on the outskirts of its new symbolic territory, in a general atmosphere of mistrust and suspicion that treats all non-Europeans (and especially African, Middle-Eastern or Asian outsiders) as potentially undesirable parasites.
The three treaties in question are the 1992 Maastricht treaty, the Schengen agreements, and the 1997 Amsterdam treaty, which encompasses the previous ones. The Maastricht treaty emphasized the economic identity of the new European market and created a supra-national territory designed to improve the circulation of goods rather than of people, which means that the issue of hospitality was de-emphasized. Yet, some of the "titles" clearly signaled the intention to move from the European Economic Community to the European Union, from EC to EU. Titles V and VI made it clear that the free circulation of goods was a first stage and that the member states planned to institute common foreign and security policies (i.e. to harmonize laws on immigration although the issue remains invisible in title V). ' The Schengen agreements went further and marked the limits of a new zone of cooperation within which freedom of movement was guaranteed to individuals, as long as they were able to cross the reinforced frontiers of the Schengen community. Signed 2 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 26, Iss. 1 [2002] , Art. 12 https://newprairiepress.org/sttcl/vol26/iss1/12 DOI: 10.4148/2334-4415.1526 in 1985, but implemented only five years after the 1990 convention regarding the application of common policies, the Schengen agreements contributed to the creation of a European entity whose philosophical (and therefore political and practical) goal was increased freedom within, and reinforced control on the supranational border line: cooperation between states takes the form of international systems of identification and data-collection that leave many non-Europeans and Europeans worried and suspicious of the new computerized Big Brother, the so-called S.I.S or "Systeme d'information Schengen."2 Ratified on June 17, 1997, the Amsterdam treaty was a rewriting of the European constitution. Regarding migration policies, the following was stipulated:
1. Open frontiers for people in the European Union:
Identity checks at the internal frontiers of the European Union will be abolished over the next five years, except at the borders of Ireland and the United Kingdom. Controls at external frontiers, ports and airports will of course be maintained and will be implemented with equal vigor throughout the European Union. 2. A European policy on visas, asylum and immigration:
Over the next five years, the member states of the European Union will harmonize their rules on issuing visas and granting asylum to people from outside the European Union. This also applies to the rules on immigration. For instance, minimum European norms will apply to the reception of asylum-seekers, and every member state must provide at least adequate food and accommodation
The 1992 Maastricht treaty, the implementation of the Schengen agreements in 1995, and the 1997 Amsterdam treaty force Europe to reinvent or adapt the notion of hospitality in a way that both draws on, and departs from, a cultural norm that is only vaguely present in Europeans' minds but exists nonetheless (see Starobinski, Largesse) . It is a tradition of hospitality that eclectically combines Greek, Roman, and Judeo-Christian references. It is surely no coincidence that a number of important books have recently been published on topics directly, or at least marginally, related to hospitality: in De l'hospitalite, Jacques Derrida dialogues with Anne Dufourmantelle and recapitulates the ele- Fassin et al) .
One of the characteristics of this historical junction is that hospitality has become the privileged metaphor for immigration. It is so prevalent that we even tend to forget that it is a metaphor. When France thinks of itself as "une terre d'accueil" 'a land of welcome,' when we talk about asylum, or about immigrants "knocking on our doors," whenever the media relay those powerful little sentences that ministers seem to improvise for the benefit of an imagined conservative and xenophobic voter, the analogy between the state and private house, between the government and the host, is implicitly reinforced. In a public speech, a French Minister of the Interior referred to immigrants as those people who "walk into our houses, make themselves at home, open the fridge and help themselves" (Fassin et al 263).
But the parallel between the immigrant and the guest, between the state and the host, is culturally significant and it has consequences that will tend to remain unexplored if we do not pay attention to their invisibility and hegemonic transparency. Because the portrait of the immigrant as ill-mannered guest is such an odious caricature, it is of course tempting to concentrate on the negative effect of the image and to propose a countervision of the immigrant as good, polite, and industrious guest. But isn't the very notion of the immigrant as guest to be rejected?
The idea that immigrants are "guests" obscures the fact that the reason why they were "invited" had nothing to do with hospitality (and this is even more obvious in Germany where the oxymoron "guest-worker" has become one word). After the Second World War, when the most significant migrations of non-Europeans started, the so-called invitations had more to do with active recruitment. Unskilled In many cultures, the definition of hospitality seems to be closely linked to the definition of transaction, exchange, and gift, and to the ways in which one can distinguish between gifts and economic exchange. That is why it is almost impossible to talk about hospitality without mentioning generosity and economy. The dominant patterns of exchange between individuals represent the horizon of the debate on hospitality. Hospitality is always caught between two ideals; on the one hand, we can imagine it as an infinite, unconditional, selfless, and endless gift (of your time, of your space, of your resources) or, on the other hand, it can be conceptualized as a well-balanced exchange of mutual services. Consequently, the way in which a group defines what is owed to each individual and what belongs to the category of excess conditions how hospitality is conceived. A direct consequence is that private and state hospitality are also to be compared with professional hospitality: the model of the hotel, of the hospital, and all similar institutions that provide hospitality as a service also rep-resent a pole of attraction or of repulsion that has to be kept in mind when metaphors are used to describe the situation of immigrants.
And also directly linked to this ambiguity is the issue of gender. Women are always a sensitive component of every definition of exchange. Many texts have been written either on women and gifts or on women as gifts: Marcel Mauss's essay on the gift and Levi-Strauss's readings come to mind, but they have been reread and criticized by Helene Cixous's "Sorties" in the Newly Born Woman and by Luce Irigaray's "The Mechanics of Fluids" in This Sex Which is Not One. In secular and religious myths, in stories and history, the woman of the house is very often imagined as a part of the exchange, rather than as a subject capable of hospitality. Her body is the only home she can share, and often she is offered or forbidden by the male host (think of Lot and his neighbors, of Pasolini's Teorema, of Renoir's Boudu sauve des eaux). And yet, one of the ultimate models of hospitality is the mother's body. That contradiction is certainly one of the most painful elements of Van Cauwelaert's Un aller simple, to which I will now turn.
Un aller simple received the Goncourt prize in 1994, just after the 1993 Pasqua and Mehaignerie laws imposed two sets of new policies that restricted access to French nationality for children of immigrants and generally enforced more and more restrictive regulations whose objectives were to convince the public that the government's goal was "zero (illegal) immigration" (the qualifier "illegal" was sometimes dropped during Pasqua's public speeches) (Nair) Traditionally, we assume that the owner of the land has the power to grant hospitality. That element of (often illusory) power carries the risk of allowing perverse forms of hospitality to develop where the host flaunts his bourgeois wealth to his poor relations or when the King levels exorbitant taxes partly to organize ritual "largesse" during which he throws gold coins literally out of the window (see Largesse, Starobinski) . In Van Cauwelaert's Un aller simple, Gypsies do not grant hospitality because they are in power or because they can afford to raise another child. At first, they even lie to Aziz, pretending that he was found in the back seat of a stolen car. In an ironic manipulation of the old cliché that gypsies steal children from Christians, the novel explains that Aziz is "un enfant trouve par erreur" 'a foundling by mistake' or 'a case of mistaken foundling' (5).
What is particularly unexpected and also humorous is that there is no attempt at idealizing the Gypsy community that plays the role of host community when the unnamed child loses his parents. No exoticism turns the Gypsies into the better model of solidarity that survives in spite of pressures to assimilate into a supposedly degraded Western culture. What Un aller simple describes is hostile hospitality, a strange mixture of the contradictory etymological roots of the word host (hospes and hostis, the host and the enemy, hostility and hospitality belong to the same family [ Scherer 102] God) , but that definition of hospitality is also on the side of infinite gift, it is not measured or justified through economic or political interest. According to Rene Scherer, the author of Zeus hospitalier: Eloge de l'hospitalite, Plato "puts hospitality at the top of the obligations prescribed to citizens. It is a sacred law which cannot be transgressed for fear of incurring the wrath of Gods" (Scherer 11) ."
Vasile's beliefs, however, are not shared by his community. If they respect his desires, it is out of a mandatory deference to his status as an elder. Their compliance with his demands is almost disrespectful. As Derrida puts it, it is impolite to be polite out of politeness." It is clear that their willingness to obey Vasile is mixed with contempt. Here Vasile is both treated as a senile old man whose opinions are not valued and as a representative of a class to which tradition grants power.
The contradiction between several sets of values is not solved: the novel does not condone the systematic alliance between age and power (even Aziz knows that his protector is "gateux" ['senile]; as he puts it), but it does not present the old man's definition of hospitality as old-fashioned and no longer valid. (7) . 15 Paradoxically, his superior knowledge is misconstrued as senility, although the novel does not rule out that communication between the old man and the others has broken down altogether, perhaps due to his inability to convey his message. The voice that defends hospitality is thus both on the side of senility and on the side of wisdom.
Later, when Aziz must seek the clan's approval to marry Lila, Vasile's status and senility are mentioned again to explain the results of the vote: "there was a vote in the elders' caravan. I won by two ballots, both cast by the old Vasile who does not remember his name but who has the right to vote twice because of his age" (20) . 16 This type of election could be seen as a parody of democracy in the sense that Aziz does not have the support of the group. The result of this vote (that supposedly authorizes an intercommunity marriage, cultural hybridization) underscores the fact that Aziz owes his precarious position to one individual and not to the collective will of the people. Here, hospitality depends on one person's vote, a situation which the novel describes in all its ambiguity, preserving the contradiction between the cause and the consequence: the cause is Vasile's apparently irresponsible vote, the result is the granting of the ultimate form of hospitality by a reluctant group. This moment is not a happy moment of consensus but a moment when a community grudgingly obeys a law of 12 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 26, Iss. 1 [2002] Van Cauwelaert's novel, the role attributed to the Gypsy community may deceive the reader into adopting a narrowly ethnic approach that would condemn the ways in which women are treated by that particular group. What happens to Aziz and to Lila can be interpreted from a traditionally Eurocentric and pseudo-anthropological point of view. Aziz and Lila have fallen in love, but both characters seem convinced from day one that they will never be able to marry because a Gypsy woman must marry a Gypsy man. Even after Lila's official fiancé is killed by a security guard, Aziz is still not accepted as a potential suitor, and without ever spelling it out, the omniscient voice suggests that the clan is responsible for Aziz's arrest and deportation. Aziz was not a dissident force in this instance; he was not trying to break any rule, to go against tradition. He respects sexual taboos, and agrees to buy his woman from her brothers for "a dozen Pioneer CD players and forty Bose speakers" (20) ." The specific reference to brand names and the choice of the objects that will constitute the woman's price gives a 13 Rosello: European Hospitality Without a Home
Published by New Prairie Press new twist to this supposedly timeless fashion of exchanging females for goods and reminds the reader that these Gypsies are also post-industrial capitalists. Aziz abides by the laws not because he believes in their logic but because they are laws. He says, "sometimes, the Gypsies are bizarre: they would rather a woman spend all her life alone, in dishonor, bringing them shame, rather than sell her at discount to a Gadjo who will erase the stain by taking her away" (20) . 18 So, it is not because he represents ideological dissidence that he is suddenly excluded and expelled, that hospitality is suddenly denied in the cruelest way. He has not betrayed the host's trust. But his foreignness sets limits to how much he can ever hope to belong. At the very moment when a man and a woman are acting as subjects who want to personally redefine the laws of belonging, the group intervenes, using the woman as pawn in a game where men impose community practices of hospitality. In this case, the Gypsy community goes even further: it appeals to the larger inhospitable French society to do the dirty job. One law of inhospitality is used to enforce another law of inhospitality. Individual subjects are not free to rewrite the agreements.
The structure of this betrayal reminds the reader that the opposition between minority and majority is not enough to predict structures of alliances and solidarity. We already know that even hospitality among immigrants sometimes means ruthless exploitation. Here Van Cauwelaert cautions the reader against the idealization of minority practices. And the fact that Van Cauwelaert first places this Russian doll model within the Gypsy community is an interesting narrative set up: readers, tempted by an exoticized reading, who would conclude from the passage that this is a Gypsy problem, would be in for a surprise, because in the second part of the novel, when Jean-Pierre, the humanitarian attaché, starts telling his story to Aziz, we realize that the same abuse of power has taken place within the French administration: in Jean-Pierre's case, a man (his direct supervisor) who wanted to sleep with his wife, Clementine, shamelessly used his authority and the official discourse of immigration and cooperation to get rid of him. On the one hand, Jean-Pierre parrots the government's official party line. Just like Aziz, who was willing to buy Lila and to provide the 14 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 26, Iss. 1 [2002] , Art. 12 https://newprairiepress.org/sttcl/vol26/iss1/12 DOI: 10.4148/2334-4415.1526 agreed-upon number of stolen car radios, Jean-Pierre does not even try to fight against the immigration politics adopted by his community. He is capable of reciting the mantra of inhospitality by heart: . . . the government has inaugurated a procedure which is not only inscribed in a discourse of dignity but also seeks to be effective at the level of results, for the ultimate goal is not to make you leave a country after asking you to come when you were needed, but to show you, with the necessary help, that now, your country needs you, because the only way of stopping migrating flows from the Maghreb is to build a future in your country, through a politics of incentives to development both at the industrial level and at the level of human resources and . . . (32-33) '9 This parody of what the French call "langue de bois" `administralese' is Van Cauwelaert's critique of devious hypocrisy. But what I want to emphasize in this passage is the perfectly plausible cohabitation of this official discourse on state inhospitality and of a more private agenda that drives the implementation of the larger project to the point that it corrupts and undermines its most basic foundations.
For Jean-Pierre slowly reveals that his mission has everything to do with the fact that his wife is having an affair. At first, he explains that he had to leave: "I was quite clear about it: as soon as she told me she had someone else! I left. I took a suitcase, a word processor, and I checked into a hotel" (45).20 And when Jean-Pierre rhetorically asks Aziz if he should have rebelled and resisted, nothing suggests that he appreciates the irony of an answer which refers as much to Aziz's as to Jean-Pierre's situation: "I answered that life does not always give you enough time to react and besides, there is pride (45) .21 And if the reader was still not picking up on the fact that Aziz and Jean-Pierre are victims of the same sexist structures that they are unable to contest before they are affected by them, the humanitarian attaché reveals that the man who forces him to leave his own house is also his direct supervisor: "He is her lover, Loupiac. The associate press attaché at the Ministry. He sent me on a mission to get rid of me" (45) (46) ." am not at home" (26) .23 But at times, the possibility of being in without belonging or of being out without being excluded is also a source of pleasure, the infinite hospitality of knowledge. At school, Aziz discovers that he can cherish countries and nations to which he does not belong: "The greatest reward for me was to learn about the geography and the climates of a country, not because it is where you come from but simply because it exists" (10) Le 
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